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. . "~ in sleven mjors. ,,!Qing’ both types of pre-college measures classified -
X more gradustes correctly than utilizing the cognitive or interest measures-
L alone. ,_Sugguti’&u for improved feedback in the,WPC progrem vers made so -
*  as to provide fut
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“and ‘engineering (Lunneborg & Ltmneborg, 1970)
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high school (as) jun:lo:c tested in 1970 all

mdia\fe that intend to-obtain at least a bacheior's degree receive B

© a8 part of ._;th,&r Guldance Report a "College Area Similarity Profile."

Ihue pro ei«are based on a discriminant function ahalysis of the HS
gradu jsad aptitude/achievmt test scores for 1392 University of
Huhington (UW) students who graduated :ln June 1969 in six major auu-
hmnit:leﬂj physical science, social sc:lence, busineu, biological science,
At the time cinuatity
reporting wa :lntroduced, t:he expecution vas that these profiles would be
olutpened ent 1it’became possible to add test scores from the Vocational
Interest Invcntoty or VII (Lunneborg, 1975b) to .the discrimipant functiom
It is nll ‘known that occupational choice o% choice of college u}or is

f

L

less wq.l dicerininated on the basis of cognitive tests than on.the basis
of intereit tests (Stah-ann, 19'69) Thus, it was expected that ‘the

Mtcd discriminability based on the WPC data alone would be significantly‘

enhanced later.

The ti::st sizable group of ctudcnti to entér UW who hnd VII data
guduated Sn June 1975. (having been wted a8 HS. 3uniors spring 1970).
Hhile the various najor gxoupingc among. then wﬂl Tikve to have added to

~ ‘them June 1976 guaustes (uny of the unplu are mll), it vas impor~

tant to éonduct the Q&tli.lt possiblg atulycil of the contribution of

interests to th:(s vc‘ty, i.np;:rt‘ant' area o% ‘deqj'.tion—nking’-mt to major.
- {. . . -

/
L ueond notivation for tha preunt study m to overcome some of .

o the ptoblm u-ocuted v:lth interprcting similarity profiles of tbc kind

vpuuntod by WPC.- -The Student Guide (Washington Pn—Collcgc Tuting

Progru,'1975) cxphiu /the Guidance’ Report foodback which cou:lcts of

. ;"”béth a nn‘kin; of each of J:he‘ sixbrow[’\ nnd & nrbal dn:l.guuon ~.~
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. for uch of high, noderat:e, Jt, or vmﬁghi: ﬂinilaritv. Bo_th_j:yp

" of- feedbeck -are based upon \he closeness of a srudente.s tw,o»diecrinimt - .
function scpree to the avergge d.iecrininent: function scoree earned by , IR
L graduet:os in each of the’ eix groups., The aiscriminent: function scoree )
H . _‘V,ﬁt o Mearnei by the graduates dn any one of t:he -groups- -are- diet:ribut:ed abour - ._‘"‘“\“T
B thil average and a st:udent:‘e similar‘ity to the group depende upon where D
thaf. student's score 18 located in that distribution. - If the student is '
so far away t:hat, indeed, more than 75X of the graduaree are closer to ) P
- the average, then the student bears only 'very slight:"similarity to that..
nejor group. If 50-75% of grad”uates are closer to t:he average, the stu-_
dent is elight:ly" siu:ﬂa" if 'Z5~50%. are closer, ‘the st:udent: is "moder-
at:ely" eimilar, ang, laet:ly, if fewer t:han 25% of graduates are closer,
t;he student is designat:ed as having "high" eimilarity to graduites of that
area, : : - )

. ] Although r/eport:ing thesez#verbal descript:ione is - iy aceord with (i ' ‘
°  earlier recomendat:ione (Lunneborg & Lunneborg, 1970), t:he very special
nature of discriminant - funct:ion scores 18- lost sight of, reeulting in
i considerable mieint:erprctat:ion. . Diecriminant funct:ione are derived’ not.
————-——-ro—typify*amy*gwup, but to account for dffferences ‘between groups, , ]
X . Thus, diecriminant: funct:ion scores cannot ‘be used to say. whether a student - £
S is similar to a group or not, but: rather to say whefher a student is more V /;

© similar to one group than to another. For. example, it is quite poseible o
for a promising university eritrant to be present:ly la‘i:eled as.bnly vety ‘ i
_ ) slight:ly einihr to ell of‘thg_ six areas, '{.‘hie sometinee is int:erpret:eq - l
'W" ‘, u meaning t:het: tﬁe st:udent: aiezjrz,ohj:”like’eny o the groups. _It. ehould be - - ', S
interpreced instead’ as neaning that: the st:uder& ia not nore like one. of o \
.~ /77 the groups than the ot:here. ’rhie _student 1is equally 1ike 311 grouye B I
et rather than unlike all sroupe. WhiIe the practice ‘of z_;eporting rankings S
/ S '/' dou reflect the notion of rclat:iva cloeenese to, major groups,«it: fail_s - l
£ o suggest vhere '&ifferencee in rank correegond to substantial differencec }
ST “A in cIouﬁese end also éan be a eource of m:Eeint:e tretat:ion. Thos,“ the L 1 :
. I
!

.;’

h _' upect: of t:lu “eimilerity profile" to be improved.
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) is\ is these grsduetes who were studied here.’

T jec Of the 3,000 first year sttﬁents entering UH sutumn 1971
vbo hsd tsken the wPC bsttety spring 1970 1633 were registered ‘t:hree. .’
y/osrs later, spring 1974 and had 90 or more credit hours (junior standing)

16.5, By spring 1975 ,grsduetion had been achieved by 809 students and it
. mjors. . Of the 809 who gredusted, however, only 552 psrt;icipated in
the discrininsnt function analyses. Eliminated were students in areas
with fewer than 25 graduates. The finsl set of eleven majors with Ns* dn .
Psrentheses were: biologicsl sciences (66), engineering (54), ‘fisheries/ -

forestry (30), heslth professions (48), humanities (59), arts (30), politi- _

cal science (26), physical sciences (51), business sdninierration (us).,
conmicstions (37), and nursing (39). EKarlier snelyses resulted in the '
exclusion of psychology and social welfare as najors, end of the broad "
-area of ‘social science,
ferentisted from the otliers. Not. included tdo, ~“ere students from the g
: Coll‘ege of Education becsuse of their great diversity. ;,__.-_: )

'S
‘

sslpl'e"é‘ﬁﬁfsined“ﬁsz‘ f"éulep and ‘had a mean age at time of testing of |

becsuse these three groups could‘not be well dif-
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Predictors “‘I'o reduce redundangy not all of the WPC vsrisbles (7
6PA's, 7 verbsl scores, .6 qusntitative scores, spetial ability sndmech-
. anical reuoning) were utilized.
scsdeiic and. nonacsdelnic four-yesr crit‘eria sof college perfornsnce
(Lunnsborg, 1975s), the following seven m‘c predicrors were ielected for '
diserininsnt £uncrion anslysis° oversll HS, GP!~ chabulsry (VO), English

Ussge (BU), Qusntitative' Skills 'l'otsl (QS), Mstheﬁst:[cs Achievenent (MA),
1'~he VII contributedf" .

Spstisl Ability (sA), and Mechsnicsl Reasoning (m
snothsr eight predictors, scores in Service (SER) ”, Business Contsc’z» (BUS'), ~

S

Orgsniution (ORG), Technical <«

TN

Baseéd on- their correlstions with both Pl

Culturel (cUL), snd Arts snd Bntertainment (ART)
Three sepsrste discrininsnt Iunccion anslyses wsre _' ..,
using WPC vsrisbles

 Analyses,

conducted to differentiste the eleven major- gronps.
slone, VII scores alone, snd WPC and VII vsriebles together.

>
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Tshle 1 pi’esents the ueans with standard d“” tions in parentheses
of the fifteen predictors for, the eleven najors.
group can be summarized as follows: ‘ Biqlogical Science majors were high
on HS GPA, Quanti?.ative Skills, Mathenatics Achieve-ent, and SCI. The
-outstanding scores for Engineering majors uere MR, QS and TEC interest.‘
Like the two previOus groups, FisheriesIForestny majOrs were high in
Quantitstive Skills,; and unlike all other groups, their Outdoor interest '
was very elevated. The Health professions were characterized by high HS °
GPA and kCI interest but contrast with Physical Science Major$§ who were
higher on all WPC variables and in scr interest, bt whose SER, interests

were Very lov. The humanities majors were high in Vocabulary and low in .

- Spatial Ability and, ot surprisingly, their highest VII drea was.CUL.

Arts :majors had high ART and ldw TEC interests, while Political Science

graduates had the lowest HS GPA Mathematics Achievement and -Spatial )
Ability scores. Political Science graduates also had the highest interest
in Business Contact and' the lowest ‘interest in Science.
_ tration najors did better on thg: Quantitative Skills test than the other -
WPG Variables.,. &i_vs,rrenchgr,agt,e.nized_by.,highWORG and_low OUT_interests.

The highlights for each-

Business Adminis~ _

C .

T

do-aunications graduates were: very. similar to- Political Science graduates 3
altbough they ‘had even lower- OUT interest. Nursing graduates, finally,
were low on Quantitative Skills and Mechanica.l Reasoning compared to the

' othrr grolxps, at the same tine having the highest SER scores and were 16w |

in TEC interest. S . . : S

‘The discriminant function amalysis in which WPC variables alone were'
utilized resulted in three significant functions, accounting in turn for
65%, 19%, and 8% of between group variability. The first function was
roughly typified as a quantitative vs. verbal . dimension with engineers

and physicsl scientists at one end, .and hunanities, arts, and nursihg -

najors at the other end. - The second function is hardeg to describe, but
it discrininated most ‘sharply nursing and. heslth professions. (perhaps
because of high HS "GPAs) from political science (high Vocabulary) and

) engineering (high Mechanical Reasoning) n\ajors.. ‘These three discrininant

_functions "correctly ciassified" 27: of the 552 graduates, i. e., their

“diacrininant fmction*scorerwere closer to"'the average of their group

« ¥
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‘than to the average for\any other group.

. 59%4 for Engineering.

\ance .

While this seems like a small

number, it shquld,be contrasted with assignment at random which nould be
1 out of 11 or 9%.
ranged from SA foy Communications and 7% for Arts to 54% fotr Nurging and

For the individual groups accuracy of classification.

The average of these individual gzoup percentages’
was 26%. . ) I . '

When the VII scores alone wcre the predictors, five significant
They accounted in turn for 41%, 40%, 13%, 7%, and 6%

The first contr rested SCI and TEC scores

functions resulted.
of between group variability.
with CUL and ART, placing Engineering and Physical Science furthest away

‘from‘Arts and Humanities. The second discriminant function gave negative

weight to TEC and ORG, and positive weight to SCI and SER.
most separated here were Engineering and Business from Nursing and Health

The number of correctly classified majors in this analysis ‘
was better than using WPC variables alone, 30%.

The majors

Professions.
'For individual groups
accuracy ranged from 127 for Physical Science to 60% for Arts; the average «
over all groups was 32%. .

Combining WPC and VIiI prédictors resulted in-five significant
functions, accounting for 45%, 247%, 13%, 6%, and\SZ of between group
variability respectively. The first three functions accounted for the
bulk of this variability and the standard and raw weights associated with

each are given in Table 2. The raw weights cfh be used to compute dis-

criminant function scores for new cases and forn,the"basis for modifying f’;}
the present WPC similarity profiles. Because of differences in scales
used for the several predictors, raw veights are not easily interpreted.
In contrast, the standagd welghts, a1so given in Table 2, are the weights
which would be appropriate if all predictors had thgsBame means and vari- N
Even these weights, howevex, make description of the discriminant
functidﬁg’digficult'in that the magnitudes and even the algebraic siéns

of them are ‘a function of the interrelations amoné the bredictors. Con-~

sider the standard weights for MR, SER, and TEC on the first discriminant

function. One would be inclined to interpret the weight of .90 for SER

. as signifying that its contri?ution to the discriminant function was .

intermediate to that of .41 fdr MR and 1.40 for TEC and in the same direc-

tion. Since éER is negatively related to both MR and ﬁEC, h?fcver, any
. _ ) N ..

| to 9 |
[y . . .
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PFaA-S

Standard and Raw Weights for First Three,&iscri

Variable

T

- SCI

a

HS GPA

v

TEC

ouT

CUL

-:38 -.07

w2l .16
2 -3 .20
- .14 .18 -.19
41 =42 .41
.90 ;38 .36
1.21 =05 .88
121 .00 .40
1.40  -.02 .78
1.23 26 1.25
. 1.61 .30  1.00/
94 -.19 .91

" .90 .20

ART

Additive constant

,

7

Standard weights

.1 2 3
L

.07 .33 ».37

-01 .15 .40

s

Table 2

13

Functions

18100

-.00119

.02221
N .05374
.01486
© 03770
.;99658
‘.1o§§f'
.11612
.15983
| u7se’
.14688
.09252
.08974

~-52.07470

-.04030

2

.84477

.01696

~.01009
,01682

‘o,
-.03789

Raw weights

I

.01953_

~.03868

-.04042

-.00477

7 .00037 -

~-.00250
.02486
-.07318
-.01853
.02030

-7.95215

3

-, 94860
.04579
02247
-.03399

. .03392
J=.02063
03764
.03805
07926
.03882
08880

.11969

.0915%

.08895
.11059
~34.01080

’
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’ 8
interpretation'based on this reading of the standard weights would iikel&
be erroneous. If one keeps in mind that discriminant functions are essen-
tially factors, their intenpretation is more nearly correct if the same
strategy is adopted for them as for the results of a factor analysis?
Factors-are commonly described in terms of their correlations with the
original rariablesl‘ Table 3 gives the correlations of each of‘the three
discriminant functions with the WPC and VII variables. _

The first discriminant function,'then, seems interpretable as a .

&

\fechnical—quantitative dimension. The second discriminant function is
close to the SCI vs. BUS dimension found re atedly in the VII (Lunneborg,
197%). The third discriminant ‘functien with positive loadings on VO, OUT, -
and, to'a lesser degree, MR and ART, and with nega%ive loadings on ORG,

, and BUS, is not easily typified - ‘

The average scores for the major grpups on each of the discriminant
functions are given in Table Q and the first two are depicted in Figure 1.
Looking at Figure 1, on the one end of the first function are physical
scientists and engineers, at the other end arts and humanities najorsl At
the one end of the second function are political science and business, and
at the other end nursing and health professions. The third function gives
low scores to business and nursing and high scores to fisheries/forestry
and arts suggesting that the third dimensiﬁh is sgmewhat related to the

. VII factor, ORG 'vs. OUT. Table 4 is to be used with the raw'weights in
#Table 2 to develop similarity profiles'forﬂindividual students taking the
WPC battery. - -

The combined set of VII and WPC variables correctly classified 36% ‘
pg the cases. The accuraey for individual“groups ranged from 15% for
humanities to 67% for engineering; the average overgall groups was 37%.
Table 5 {1lustrates the predicted group membership for membérs of the
f,«/ﬂk>e1even major groups Proceeding from Group 1 down, the major misclassifi~
cation for BIO SCI was ip the placing of 11 graduates in PHY SCI. For

- . both ENGR and FISH/FOR there were no major problems of misclassification.
For HEALTH, however, nearly as many graduates were placed in NURSING as
in the.correct classification. Taken together, the misclassifieations for

both BIO SCI and HEALTH are logical and ‘comsistent and present no major
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\ o Table 3 .
Correlations of First Three Discriminant Functions witﬁ
? WPC and VII Variables
'
Discriminant Functions !
Variable ‘
. First Second Third
" HS GPA 25 ¢ .32 . -12
: ~ 4
vo. — : 06 "~ 08 45
—~ EU - 00 08 * 27
Qs ‘ 67 " 00 05
MA 69 -06 | 09 '
SA 51 10 04
MR v 74 -27 . 36
SER -40 e, -34 '
BUS - %17 -55 -23’ —
N [
“ ORG 08 -=42 -56
TEC N 62 . -18 12 x
ouUT -06, 36 42
" h - .
- .8CT ) o 51 68 14
CUL . -26 -35 04 ‘
| ART -36 06 . 34 ‘
¢ 11
» ,“(:i'{“
A hl : 4 ‘ A ,é
‘ Lo

Note. Decimal points.dmitfed. Underlined are correlations greater ' /

* «than [.40|. Correlations based on 803 graduating seniors. 7 W B

‘ o .
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Table 4

Average Discriminant Function Scores for Eleven Major Groups

Group

BIO 8CI
ENGR
FISH/FOR
HEALTH
HUM
ARTS

POL SCI
PHY SCI

BUS ADM

NURSING

Pirst

.36473
1.46744
.24086

.16300

-1.11187°

2
o

%y,

X

-1.19212
—:89544
1.27759
~.01445

~.85275

-.66088

o

t4
7’

Function
Second

.68724
~-.61469

. 20677

.87501 .

-.06854
.l6l§§
-.83491
.23833
-.59361
~-.57448

1.07661

~%

Third

.24565
.19534
68423
.37961
.38683
.55720
.38618
.24522
61124
.14210

.69294

10
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Table 5 z
* Frequencies for Predicted Major Groups Based on
Three Discriminant Functions
' Predicted group '
Actual
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g 10 11 N
group . ’ -
. . N ¢
1 BIO SCI 16 7 5 8 4 9 1 11 1 0 4 66
2 ENGR 0 36 3 2 0 1 1 6 5 0 0 54
3 PISH/FOR 0 '3 13 1 06 4 2 3 3 o0 1 30
4 HEALTH 2 2 3 12 0 .3 2 5, 3 1 11 44
5° HUM "1 3 7 29 13 7 0 & 6 7 59
6 ARTS 5 3 2 2 1 2 13 4 0 0 0 3 30
7 POL SCI o 0 2 0o 1 5 1 1 1 5 0 26
8 PHY SCI 3 11 9 5 0 0 1 16 4 0 2 51
9 BUS ADM 2 16 9 8 2-8 8 4 43 10 .6 116
10 comM 2 . 4 0 5 3 9 1 A 8 -1 37
11, NURSING 4 0 2 b- 2 2 o 0 3 22 39
e S
Note. Based on 552 June 1975 UW grﬁgggting senlors using WPC,and VII
variables in calculating the discriminant.functibns. Underlined are the
"correct" clasaificatioés. '
\ . e
-
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problem in guidance practice Group 5 HUM on the other hand, had more
graduates placed in ARTS, which, while a "sensible" misclassification, 1
nonetheless, represents a primary area for future improvement. .
While HUM majors were miccléssified as ARTS, the réverse was not ]
true and ARTS graduates, as those in POL SCI, were not subject to 8ys- ‘ '}
tematic misclassification. An appreciable number of PHY SCI graduates 1
were understandably misclassified as ENGR. .The greatest number of mis-
classifications for BUS ADM was also in ENGR, not as compfehensible, but
based on the shared organizational interests of the two groups. oMM ”
- graduates were more likely classified as POL SCI, which like the problem
| with HUM graduates is a "sensible'\misclzssification, at the same time
that it is an important area fcr fuflfe research. Table 1 illugasates
likeness of COMM. and POL S57; their profiles of vabilities and interests

major pré&lem in~ classification

*

_ - : Discussion ' f%n ‘L.
A8 a fihal‘check before implementing these results, the discriminant |,
i functions developed here will be cross-validated aghinst che'majors of

students who entered the University a year later, autumn 1972, as‘listed
| by -the Registrar autumn 1975 (the start of their "senior" year) Geill’
later, when these 1972 entrants giaduate the discriminant functions can
be redone so that they are based on larger groups of graduates ) In .the

-
n

meantime, however, the results prcsented here can bé used, starting with .
; HS juniors tested spring 1976, to replace the current WPC.s arity . ‘

profile. To do so requires that the raw weights of Tabie 2 be multiplied
x - by WEC and VII scores to define three discriminant function scores for

S

n .

~

each individual. These discriminant function scores are'in.tucn used to
calculate eleven chi-squares, one for each major group. A typical ’

chi-square is computed by finding the sum of)squarés of ic differences
betveen an individual's discriminant function scores énd:the a;erage scores

- for a particular group. These avkrages or centroids are given in Table 4.
L An 1llustrative example is the°following 1§-year;ol female tested
in 1975 with the following scores on the 15 variables ligted in Table 2:
. HS GPA, 3.95; VO, 713 EU, 66; Q3, 61; MA, 573" SA, 40; MR/‘_39;. SER, 57;




X

%
g
1
i
|
. 14 1
BUS, 34; ORG, 43; TEC, 39; OUT, 40; SCI, J0; CUL, 81; ART, 61. (She 1
indicated a planned major in education with postgraduate work but no
degree.) To cdlculate the discrimipant functions using Table 2, DF 1 =
(3.95 x .18100) + (71 i-.00119) + .00+ (61 x .08974) + (~52.07470) = 1
-2.17222. DF 2 = (3.95 x .84477) + (71‘x .01‘696) + ... + (61 x .02030) + j
(-7.95215) = 0.51282; DF 3 = (3.95 x -.94860) + (71 x .04579) + ... + ]
(61 x .11059) + (-34.01080) = .79232. Then, the chi-squares for each of }

““the groups from Table 4 are calculated as follows: BIO SCI = [.36473 -

(--2.17222)]2 + [.68724 - (.51282)]2 + [.24565 - (.79232)]2 = 6,765. This

student’s chi-square values ordered from smallest to largest were:

ARTS 1.139
HUM | .. +1.627
“comm ' 3,346
POL SCI ° 3:689 .
NURSING -  4.808
FISH/FOR - 5.928
BUS ADM . 6.508 - - ) ]
BIO SCI T 6.765 \ | /
HEALTH 6.958 i s
PHY SCI 12.276 ' ‘ o
> ENGR 14.875 ' -

How can these data best be presented so that this student is led to
see where she is in the space which discriminates among successful grad-
uates in the different majors? Because the use of gcores for the majors,
whether chi-square values or centour scores or indeed even verbal score
descriptions, leads to assigning low "similarity" scores to %ll students
who dei:art from the average group perforhance for a given major (regard-
less o-f whether that departure reflects greater or lesser ability and/or
inteﬁst than the average person in that majoﬁ, w scores cannot avoid
being mismderstood. As an example, looking at the standard weights in
Table 2, a sfudent with very high MR and SCI scores could obtain discriﬁt{-{g
nant function scores so far removeci from the average scores'for the KN?! »
group that the student would be typified as dissimilar to ENGR (in addition
to all the other groups). In fact, this student exceeds engineering

17-
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graduates in the very aptitudeq and. interests that differentiate engineers
%’ from other graduate‘e_;.

These problems can hopefully be overcome by a graphic presentation
supplemented by a report of the ordering of computed chi~squares. The
fI;st aspect to the graphic illustration is contained in Figuréﬁz and the
student whose chi~§guares were reported is used here as an example.
Plotted in Figure 2(is her position in two-dimensional space based on her
first two discriminant functions called here "profiie scores."'" Additional
information to be gained from her third profile score (.79) 1is pro; ded
in Figure 3 through a 1-dimensional array of the major groups in ggrma of
their averaée scores on the third discriminant function. Students should
be advised that the first two "profile scores” will probably provide th#

| ‘ u?f’bat

ey be equally closg-to two or more majors, the contegg;of gure

3 may Ye helpful. For example, a student with DF 1 = -.5 and:b? 2 =

is cldse to BUS ADM, COMM, and POL SCI, and Figure 3 would facilitate the

discrimination of BUS ADH from the other two majors. Notiqé tha:7;# Fig-
s

most impgrtant guidance information re:'vﬁajors to be congidered

ures 2 and 3 it is suggested that ,the profile scores, ranging in the norma-

tive ptpulidtion about zero, be reported C standard scare fo
ranging.about 50. . o
o . {
‘ Notite that the three profiles are elaborated by brief verbal

deécfiptions at their extremes based on the correlationg of Table 3, with
Apt 1nd1catihg aptitude, Int indicating interest. The déscrip ons are:

-* High ‘ ' " High
. QS, MA, SA, MR Apt 3 '; " EU Ap
. . TBC, SCI Int - - : * SER, ART, CUL Int
: - b —»
“—--—\\\\;:w‘ B Profilg 1 T Low
* EpP Apt . ! QS, MA, SA, MR Apt
SER, ART, CUL Int f e TEC, | SCI Int
e 3 .
' , 'E.f”i .
¢ Hi‘g ) " High
: . MR Apt : HS GPA - 7
s .BUS, ORG, CUL Int ’ : SCI |Int
d. . ¥ p
Low Profile 2 Low Jp
HS GPA 3 ) . MR Apt
SCI Int - " BUS, ORG, 'CUL Imt

X!
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High ’ ' High

HS GPA P VO, MR Apt
SER, BUS, ORG Int . OUT, ART Int
<t Profile 3
Low . . . Low w
VO, MR Apt’ . HS GPA
OUT, ART Int ’ . SER, BUS, ORG Int

J

The graphic presentation summdrized in Figures 2 and 3 for the student
example would he accompanied by a list of the eleven majors ordered by the
increasing magnitude of the computed chi-squares. Thus, the student
example is most like ART and HUM graduates and least like PHY SCI and ENGR
in terms of the aptitude and interest measures that discriminate between
these groups. 4

- The elements in the feedback system thus include three "profile
scores' in WPC standard form, a graphic presentation on which students
plot these three profile scores called Plot of Aptitude and Interest
Profiles for Typical College Graduates, and a rank ordering of the eleven

college majors which could be labeled List‘of-Majors Ranked by Closeness

. i
Id K
.

to Your Profile Scores.

<

Perhaps the best way then to direct students to use this feedback is
to have them begin by plotting their first two profile scores. Sécond,
the ordering of the eleven majors should be consulted\and the student )
asked to think about the match between the place he/she occupies on the. ’
plot and the way the majors have been ordered. 1In the present example, ~
the student would find that she if both est to ARTS and -HUM on the
plot and that these two majors are at th top of her list. However, when
the plot and list”do not agree, then students should plot their third o
profile score. (In general, ‘the third profile will not be valuable to
students whose plots on the first two profiles place them’outside the clus-
ter of group averages.) . ' .

The profile scores with student hand-plotting is only one of several
ways the data could be returnmed. It would be possible to have the plots
automatically prepared Ls part of the Guiddnce Report. A decision here

may rest on whether it is considered desirable to provide profile informa-

\(tion for all WEC participants or only those who indicate they intend a

bachelor's degree. .

v
]
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High 60(1.0) —
VO,MR Apt
.QUT,ART Int

Low
HS GPA
SER,BUS,O0RG Int (.75) —

)

55(.50) —

(.25) -

45(~.50)—
(~.75)—
High
HS GPA '

SER,BUS,0RG Int .6 5 ¢)—

Low

VO,MR Apt
OUT,ART Int

—

i Figure 3. -Graphic feedback for studen

xStudent

L]

+FISH/FOR

*ARTS ‘.

*HUM ¢ POL SCI

*BI10 SCI "PHY SCI
s« ENGR
. COMM

5

*BUS AD

o
21

t éxample with DF 3 = 58 (.79).
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These recommendations on the presentation- of discriminant function

results borrow heavily on the excellent report by Dale Prediger (1971) P
o describing a similar computer—based system for converting test data intd '

useful counseling information for deciding among different educational

programs. » - .
[+ \ -
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